
Fr
*D—A038 97* W ICHITA STATE IMIV RAP’S CENTER FOR H~MAN APPRAISAL A—ETC F/S B/to

INTERPERSONAL POWER RELATIONSHIPS: As DEFINED BY SUPERIOR—SUBOR——ETC(u)
APR 77 A B SWCNEY AF—A FOSR—looi—7i

UNCLASSIFIED in AFOSR—TR—77—OSOt NI.

H ___ ‘-U!
P M’ _M_ a

_ _ _



i.~.



I
1

—4,



INTERPERSONAL POWER RELATIONSHIPS:
As Defined by Superior-Subordinate Intersections

by

Arthur B. Sweney, Ph.D.
Center For Human Appraisa l

Wichita State University

~~~~~~ tg 
—

a

D D 

• 
—

~~~~~~~~• I’ll. ~~~~~~~~~~~ MAY 3 I977

/
This research was conducted under the sponsorship of the
A ir Force Office of Sc ienti f ic Research -

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ .

df ~~r~e~ 7/- 
~~

‘ .) ./

Approved Zor publi c L

~L~~~ t t i  t I ~~ i 01. w i  i~a1t d.



4
INTERPERSONAL POWER RELATIONSHIPS

by: Arthur B. Sweney, Ph. D.

A decade ago psychologists were satisfied to stud y the individual

subject In isolat ion and had no Inclinations to look at more globa l

systems. It seems reasonable to expect tha t the future focus of the

behav iora l scientist wi l l be upon relationships and systems rather than

the isolated individual.

The arts and tools for deal ing with the interactions of two

individuals have not been full y developed and this failure Is due not onl y

to the newness of the field but the lack of basic theory for ant icipat ing

dynamics and predic ti ng out comes in peop le sys tems .

I n 1970 Sweney developed a factored instrument for inspecting relat-

ionshi ps from a purely empirical bas is. The Quality of Relat ionship Scale

ind icates that there s the potent ial ity for a highl y comp l ex descri ptive

system for relationships dimensions or “In tersections”. The data ind i cates

the expected truth that at the present time the subject population has not

learned to divorce the Individua l from his relationshi p nor to descr i be

the relationsh ip which emerges . There is a stror~q halo effec t and tendency

to evaluate relationshi ps on a “good-bad” continuum ra t her than to

objectively desc ribe their properties.

* This system was developed under a contract with the Air Force Office of
Scientific Research $ 2001. All rights are subject to usual clearance
procedures .
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This research points out the importance of develop i ng systematic ways

of describing the intersection of two ind Ividuals to form a theoretical

as well as empirical dimension . Various overlapp i ng systems should be

developed to exp lain relationships and these with time may prove capable

of supplementing the imperfection in prediction resulting from the use of

individual -centered variables .

Theore t ica l Back qrouru3

The Interpersonal Power Profile (ipp ) is a direct extension of the

RPM Model (Sweney, 1970, 197)) a theoretical system for view i ng interpe r-

sona l rela tionships. One of the qualities of this model is the implied

predictability of the interaction between ind ividua l roles on the superor-

dinate level wi th those rol es found among subord i nates . The RPM Model

is illustrated in Figure 1 and the arrows ind i cate the role comp limentations

wh ich lead to harmonious interactions.

These rela t ionshi ps also determine the organizational climate and the

trade-offs which will occur in interpersona l negotiations . It has been

suggested (Sweney, 1 972) tha t the role relationships between superordinates

and subord inates ca n be def ined in terms of t ransac t ions involving power

and obl igations . In this way the relationshi p becomes dynamically described

and predict i ons can be made concernin g the outcomes of the interactions. It

becomes clea r tha t in the constraints of an organization , the rebel and the

authoritar ian are go i ng to clash. The transaction theory of interaction

~akes the nature of this clash much more explicit. The need of both for

power and the avoidance by both of obl igation provides no basis upon which

to trade behaviors for payoffs.

— .—.... —~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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It becomes ev i dent that both power and obligation are conceptually comp lex

and empir ical ly multidimensiona l. For the purposes of understanding , however,

it Is exped i ent to make a simple differentiat ion of both of these concepts

in to the formal or organizationa l proper t ies , and in to these aspects which

are I nforma l and depend upon the psychol ogica l properties of the situation

to descr i be their dynamics. Figure 2 Is taken from the article discussing

transact i ons to further define these four qua lities .

Power Obliga tion

Forma l
Au thority Ac countability

(Organizational) (dele gated) (assigned)

I nformal Leadership Responsibility

(Psycho l og ical) (develo ped) (generated )

Figure 2: Definition of the simple dimensi ons of

Power and Obl i gation .

A scru tiny of the operationally defined dlrect-~6ns of power transactions

between a single subordi nate role and a single supe rordinate role unlocks

many of the dynamics I nherent In the relationshi p. The willingness of each

to give up power or assume obligation becomes an important basis for relation-

al dynamics. Augmenting the obv ious outward transactions , there are some

in ternalized assumptions which support the particu l ar stance toward power

and obli gation which each individual holds.
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— The permissive must j u s t i fy h is delegation of power in terms of some long-

term gains which he feels it will achieve. The ingr atiator also antici pates

a l ong-term pay-off for his self sacrificing behavior. The exact nature of

these are yet to be determ i ned emp i r i c a l l y .

Im plied in the role conflicts may be basic value conflicts. Some persons

value the fu l f i l lme nt of obl i gation higher than power and it may be false

to assume that they are seek i ng a long-term pay-off in power for their d i li-

gence. The Judeo-Chr istian value system as well as most othe r soclo—ethical

systems tends to circumscribe the individual’ s ri ght to seek persona l power

anddirec ts him to assume a maximum amount of obl igation to the total social

order.

Behavioral Modif i ca t ions:

Another consideration helpfu l for understand i ng the intersection s between

the role configuratio n of the superord i nate and the subordinate is how they

affect each othe r as change agents. Because of the various value system s

and the Injunctions placed on their behavior by their assumption s, they w i l l

be pressuring each other to change or in some cases not to change. These

pressures will manifest themselves in terms of man i pu la t ive behavio rs which

const i tu te schedules of positive and negative reenforcement.

The amount of behavior modification i nherent in a particular role intersect ion

may not depend di rectly upon the pressure developed by the disparity between

rol es. There are some indIcations that equal itarians and critics are the

moSt effective in inducing change because their position on questions is

most frequently perceived to be reasonable by any of the other roles .
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Their systematic p airing of power with oblication does not force a drastic

chancje upon either superordinate or subordinate but leads to more objective

and rationa l patterns.

The intersection between individuals having similar personal value

systems but contrary organizational systems l eadsto pressures of behavioral

modif ication which may be misd i rected , mispe rce i ved , and ‘lay prove to be

large ly dysfunctiona l eithe r in inducing change in the alternate or in the

pursuance of organizational goals. By illustration , it has been found that

power conflict arising out of the intersections between an authorita rian

superord inate and a rebe l subordinate provides the pressures for behaviora l

mod ification but most frequentl y induces short-term retrenchment to counter-

act each other. Over the l ong term , however , there are low correlations

which ind i cate that an actual change of roles does occur in the direction

of the three organ i zational patterns . In this way either the authoritarian

induces the rebel to assume ingra t i a ti ng behav ior or the rebe l induces the

authoritarian to be more permissive. In some cases both change toward

the objec t ive roles as the o n l y  neu t ra l  gou nd on wh i ch they can successf u l l y

meet.

The need for the kinds of reenforcement that come from the symbiotic

roles l ead the individuals to fall into these organ i zational patterns

throug h role change. In most cases the Indiv idual does not change his role

preference ve ry ra pi dly , bu t his concept of role pressure may differ from one

person to another and he may develop a very flexible program of contib~ent

role bthavtor. H is role preference may ultimately coincide with his acknow-

ledgements of pressure depend ing upon the relative strength of the reenforce-

ment which has sustained over the longer period .
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Interpersona l Perception:

The qualities of a relationship may only partially reflect actual behavior

and objective dynamics. In many cases the intersection is characterized

by the perceptions of each party concerning what is transp iring . Role

in tersections seem to be particularl y rich In perceptua l distortions which

s tem from the needs and assum pti ons wh i ch each role imp l ies .

Research by Sweney , Weber , and Fiech tner (1973) on a Strateg ic Missile Wing

ind i cates that the perception s of subordinates or superordinates are more rela-

ted to perceiver variables than to target variables. In their research , the

roles measured by the self-rating instruments predicted very h i g h l y  the ro le

which would be ascribed to the alternate in the interaction . Rebels tended to

see their subo rdinates as rebels. Ing ratiators saw their superordinates as

equali tar la ns , and equalltar ans perceived their subordinates to be both

ingra tiators and critics. Permissives perceived their subord i nates to be

rebels.

There seems to be consistent differences in the interaction of role preference

and role pressure w it h perception . As this differentiation becomes clearer

it i s highl y likel y that the na ture of Interperso nal percep t ion a t each role

intersection will become more dynamically recognizable. An examp le of this

i.n one research was that the authoritarian role pressure was contaminated

by soc i all y des irable answers and found positivel y correlated with percept i ons

of subord ina t.:s as rebels , and that authoritarian role preference was pos i-

tively correla ted with perceiving them as ingratlators. The nature of these

kinds of reversals will have to be more comp le tely unders tood If the full

richness of the role intersection is to be realized .
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TABLE I

INTERPERSONAL INTERSECTIONS BETWEEN SUPERORDINATES AND SUBORDINATES

S U P E R O R D I N A T E S  R O L E S

S U B 0 R D I N A T E Authoritarian Equalitarlan Permissive

R O L  E S  
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Rebel Power Selec ti ve Power

Conflict Delegation Delegation
of Power

Selective Power Selective
Critic Acceptance Shar i ng Acceptance

of of
Obligation Powe r

Power Selecti ve PowerIngra tl ator Reten ti on Dele gati on Vacuum
of
Obligation
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PROCEDURES

The Inter persona l Power Profile is not a test by itself. There

are some efforts currently in progress to develop some test instruments

to directl y measure these same relationa l Intersections. These are not

finished; and even if they were , it is expected tha t they would have very

specific applications to the problem and that they would supplement rather

than rep lace the procedure presented in this manual.

The In terpersona l Power Profile (IPP) is a method of measuring relation-

ships by scaling their intersecting role preferences or role pressures.

S i nce there a re no concre te ways of objec ti vel y establishing these , the

IPP depends upon either self-report or outside rating s to operat ona ll y

define them

Role Preference Intersec t ions:

The format and instruction al set provided wi th the RPM increases the

likelihood that its primary component of the measurement is preference.

Role preference interactions , therefore , cou ld reaso nabl y be expected to

emerge from the interaction of supero rd i nate and subordin ate role scores

on the RPM.

Stem scores from the RPM for each indiv idua l are placed in the marked

boxes on the reverse side of the profile sheet. When this is completed

cross products are obtained by mult iplyi n g the values in the adjoining

cells. The product is recorded in the col umn labeled cross product. These

products will be whole numbers between one and one hundred inclusive l y, with

means values in the high twenties and low thirties. Any major departure from
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— these genera l parameters should be inspected to determine whethe r some gross

methodological error has occurred . The use of raw scores or percentages would

provide large over estimations. The use of addition rather than multip lication

w ill provide under estimations.

The stem score values for the intersection can be obtained by looking up the

raw scores in the appropriate tables . In the appendix are a number of tables

wh i ch represent different comb i nations of instruments and populations. The

tables to use with the RPM are Table I (Close Military) , Tabl e 2 (Remote Military) .

Table 3 (Genera l Industrial), and Table 4 (Counselor-Client). The table which

is selected for these subgroups Is a function of the purpose of the ana l ys i s and

the nature of the setting within wh i ch the interaction occurs. The use of specific

group norms washes out the differences of that group from the general population and

therefo re , should be used only when the purpose is to maximize intra-g roup

d i cferences .

Role Pressure Intersec tions:

The t it le , forma t , and instructiona l set provided by the Supervise Ability Scales

(SAS) or the Responsibility i ndex (RI) direct the responses into the gama motiv-

ational area which (Cattell et al , 1 964) is highly related to “super ego” pressures

toward social des i rability. The inference is that there is a close relationship

between the effectiveness of social pressure in test responses and in Interpersonal

behavior . Although there is consideraHe support in the literatu re to show that

social p ressu re may be a more potent determiner of behavior than simp le “hedonic

preference”.

~n order to keep “pressures ” and “preferences ” sepa rate ,the norms and interpret-

at ions have been developed upon either the RPM or the RI/SAS coii~bIn.tlon. ~ole
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pressure Is therefore calculated by combining the scores for the superor-

dina te on the SAS and the scores for the subord i nate on the RI . These

stem scores are recorded in the appropriate blanks on the reverse of the

Interpersonal Power Profile sheets. If role preference Intersections have

already been completed , there may be less confusion to use a new pro file

sheet for calcula tions and plotting role pressure intersections. In some

cases the comparative plot is des i rable and these are discussed in the

In terpretations section .

The cross products are calculated by multipl ying (not adding) the two sten

scores representing the superord i nate and the subordinate role contributions

to the Intersection , this product, converted to an intersection sten score,

Is then referred to in theappropriate norm table provided in the Appendix (B).

The norm tables refer to a number of commonl y used populations which have

been sampled to provide means and standa rd deviations and some Ind i cations

of skewedness. All populations are not available for role pressure norms ,

since some samples did not lend themselves to this class of instrument.

Role Perception Intersections:

Although an individual’ s perception of another is at the outset a highly

biased p iece of information , there is little doubt that It greatly In-

fluences the behavior which irisues. An ind ividual is very aware of his

own percep t ion but on ly vaguel y aware of the percept i on wh i ch the other party

holds for hi m. In subtle ways , however , the relationship conforms to the

Interaction of these unshared perceptions. Thus , I n this realm of measuring

the interactions of the role must be considered if the nature of the

relationshi p Is to be properly assessed .
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Two instruments have been developed to measure perceptions or ratings

of others . The Supervisors Role Rating (SRR) (Sweney , 1970) was de-

si gned to meas u re the subordina te ’s perceptions of his superordinate

role i n ter’ls of authoritarian , equali ta r ian , or permissive components.

The Subord i nate Behav ior Rating, (SBR) (Sweney , 1971) was developed to

measure the superv i so r ’s perce pti on s of the roles h i s subord inates p lay

as a group . By chang i ng the i ns t ruc ti ons i t  ca n be a pp l i ed , if need be,

to selected singl e ind ividuals ~ in terms of rebel , coopera tor , and

ingratlator components.

To ca lcula te “role perceptions ” intersec tions, the role sten scores obtained

from both of these instruments can be p l aced on the Interpersonal Power

Profile calculat ions sheet In the same manner as described for “Role Pressure”

and “Role Preference”. Af ter the indicated multi p l ications have been corn-

pleted , the resul tant products are translated into sten scores using the

appropriate tables found in the appendix. The norms found there refer to

intersections of superordinates and grouped emp loyees but are equall y

applicable to individual management dyads.

THE INTERPRETAT IONS OF INTERSECT IONS

The “in tersection” can be considered a relationshi p dimension but as the

term Imp l ies , It is ac tuall y the unitary In tersect of two unitary dim-

ensions . In the RPM , the In tersect Ion takes on the dynamic characteristics

Implied by the Interaction s of the intersecting preferences role. in

other contexts the intersection could be def i ned by other characteristics.
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Power Sharing :

The equalitarian and critic share high actualization needs (Maslow, 19c9)

and hence are not interested in play i ng power games with each other. They

each take only the power which is necessary for the execution of their

particular Ob li gations . They have learned to deal with each other dire ctl y

with a minima l amount of man i pulation .

Each party recognizes that power and obligation must be held in equilibrium

and that any unreasonable demand upsets the balance In ways which l ead to

dysfunc tional operations , and unsatisfactory results. Both parties are thus

open to the other ’s evaluation of the power and obli gational qualities of the

situation .

Power Conflict:

The authoritarian superord i nate needs power and avoids persona l obligation .

The rebel subord i nate has precisel y the same needs. I n this way they develop

a conflict over which will receive or obtain power , wh i ch will shoul der the

task and accept the blame for its failures .

Each role par t ici pant , feels tha t the other is unjust and needs to be shaped

“up”. The authoritarian thus tries to break his subord i nate and the rebel

tries to discredit and disrupt the operations of the authoritarian until he

accepts blame or delegates power and privileqes . As each feels the pressures

of the other , he feels more and more vind i cated for resisting the other ’s

demands. By each viewi ng the other ’s requests to be unreasonable , nei ther

feels obli gated to change.

Another view of this Intersection is the pressure of a “obligation vacuum”.

Th is characteri stIc explains much of the dysfunctionality of this intersection.
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Both use the stubbornness of the other as an excuse for not personall y should-

ering h is own chare of the obligation i nvolved .

Power confl icts are usually resolved through disuse rather than direc t confron ’-

ation . Since all persons have multip le roles , other roles take over when the

needs for defens i veness are released by disus e.

Powe r Vacuum:

The conceptual opposite ofa power confli ct is the ppwer vacuum. This represents

the intersection of the permissive superordlnate role and the ingra tiating

subord inate role. Although conceptuall y opposite , this intersection can co~exis t

in power conflicts. Power can be differentiated and compartmentalized in such

ways tha t the mani pulation fo r powe r in one area does not necessar i ly extend

to all areas. The authoritarian wil l often play highly permissive roles in some

si tuations and with some subord i nates . The rebel role of the subord i nate is

readi ly exchanged for ingratiation , should tac tics prescribe it. Usuall y ,  however ,

if one intersection is high , the others will be low.

In the power vacuum there is a willingness to accept obligation withou t power

on the part of both interactors . Both are willin g to work and both are willing

to accep t blame , but neithe r is willing to provide direction and structure for

the other. This l eads to in dividualistic uncoordinated efforts wh i ch usually

fa il to reach their ob ectives because of a lack of consolidated power. This

In tersectIon , therefore , can be also identified with obligation conflict.

Each perceives the ot’-’.~r to be obj ec ti ve , since they need this excuse to sup-

port each other . Their unreserved acceptance , however , di minishes the lIke-

lihood of a dynamic self-corrective relationship evolving from their interaction .
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In this way , their relationship is often hi gh on satisfaction , but low on

productivity and there are no actualizing pressures to change it.

The sharing of the “n i ce guy” role between a superord i nate and subord i nate

has its difficulties . It may lead to each bei ng selectively perceptive of

the other ’s weaknesses or It can lead to rationalizing behavior for the re-

tention of their supportive rather than confrontive roles. The Individua l who

feels pressure but not preference for the supportive position will find subtle

reenforcement to become either more objective or more confrontive. If supportive

roles are the result of social insecuri ty as some of the research Indicates ,

there may be a natural movement out of these roles as their positive reenforce—

rnent of each other takes effect. Since this Intersection is one which maximizes

the demands for main tenance synergy, i ncreasing demands crovn externa l objectives

should re’~uce It.

Power Retent ion:

This in tersection describes the symbiotic relationship between the authoritar-

ian role of a superordinate and the ing ratiation role of the subord i nate. This

combina t ion has been wel l  def ined by Adorno , Frenkel-Br unswick and Sanford (1950)

in their descri ptIon of the Authoritar ar, rers~na11.t.y. However , they d i d not f u l l y

explain the dynamics of the Interaction between superord i nates and subordinates.

The authori tarian shows his real lack of strength In his interaction with a

subordinate. Because of his assumptions of worker unreliab ility, he s t r i ps hi~
subordInate of the real sources of power: options , dec i sion , resources , and

control over others . Thus, he reaches down to secure his power at the same

time he Is piling upon the subordinate an unrealIst ic burden of oblig ation .
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The purpose of the transaction seems to be insuring the failures of the

subordinate and thus getting continued confirmation of his negative assump-

tions concerning ;iim. He derives ego support from the maintenance of hi gh

status and power differentials which result from the situation .

The subordinate seems to have long range hopes which justif y his submissive

behavior. He often recogn i zes the dynamics of the intersection , and recog ni zes

that his superordinate Is threatened and mu st be humored and shIelded from

his own weaknesses. He realizes , if he is to inherit much power, he must

cooperate in the development of a strong organizational component to the

power which his boss has. lie thus pays deference to the position of authority

and w ithholds feelings of psychologIcall y based responsibility. Because of

the i nconsistent qualities of the relationshi p, he often rationalizes tI’~ t

his boss has the rlght to behave autocratically and redefines it as rationa l ,

obj ec t ive , and hence equa lltar tan. This leads to the misattribut ion by the

subord inate role of superordlnate equal itarian i sm as has been found consistent-

ly in the research results.

This pattern is frequently found In forma l organ izations and tends to stem

from organ izational but not indIvidua l loya lit ies. It maximizes the flow of

forma l obligation or accountability downward and forma l power or authority up-

ward . The psycholog ica l qualities of l eadership and responsibility are

sacrif i ced and the s truc tural quali ties of authority and accountabilIty are

centra l to the interactions.

The reenforc.ments In this Intersection are consistent wIth the already attained

roles. Authori tarian behavior reenforces Ingratiation which In turn reenforces

authori tarian i sm. The pattern can only be broken If basic value changes



emphas i ze increased needs for reenforcements In other areas. If , for example,

the authoritarian becomes dissat isfied with the simple accountability on the

part of the subordInates and wants to generate feelings of psychologi cal

respons ibility, he will have to Ins tItute different behavIors in, order to

claim his reenforcement. This would furnish a dynamic change and would

possibly l ead to a more reasonable approach. Unfortunately, the true authori-

tarian is often religious , dogmatic , and his changes would be drastic rathe r

than gradual. This is why he frequently oscillates between the authoritarian

role and a permissive one. Fail i~ig to get immediate control of the subordi nate ’s

psychological commItment through perm iss i veness , he quickl y reverts to reclaim

complete control of the superficial aspects of the suborditate ’s organ iza ti onal

behav ior.

Power Delegation:

At the other side of the Intersection just described is the relationship

between the permissive superordinate and the rebel subord i nate. This is a

symbiàt lc organ i za t ional rela ti onsh i p which is characterized by the downward

f low of power bu t the upward flow of obligation . In this way the subord i nates

are gIven freedoms and power they do not need and the superordinate is blamed

for the adverse effects.

Jus t f fably, many persons have b l a med the “rebellious ness” of the younger

generation upon the “permissive soc i ety” In wh i ch they have been reared . There

are some solid research data to support this contention. Nevertheless , permis-

siveness is a rela tive term and has too frequently been mlsattr ibuted for

psychological rather than logica l reasons. Statements of this kind are made

most frequently to support and justIfy authoritarian attItudes and to excuse

power aggrandizement on the superordinate level. The dynamics for reenforcing
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this intersection , howeve r , Increase the l i ke l i hood  of its occurence.

The permissive superordinate Is preprogrammed to seek affection and positive

affect from subordinates . The rebe l provides negative feedback leading to

extreme difficulty on his part. The data shows that the permissive is more

dis tressed by the rebe l than any other role. His hypothesized reaction to

his needs for confirmation is to grant power without obligation in the hopes

of buy i ng psychological com l tment by sacrific ing organizational accountability.

He is usually frustrated in this attempt because of the rebel’ s unwi l l ingness

to accept obligation at any level. This leads to furthe r concession s by the

perm iss i ve superordina te accompanied by increased feelings of frustration and

guil t for not having a greater psychological control over this troublesome

subordina te. This frustration is often alleviated by sporadic attempts to be

tough and author i tarian but these are usually unsustained and hence unsuccessful.

The rebel subordinate Is reenforced for his confrontIveness by further Increments

of power and decrements in his area of accountabi lity. Thus he is positIvely

reenforced to continue his rebel role behaviors. In order to legitimate and

jus t i f y  h i s  role , he perceived his superordinate to be authoritarian . This

mlsattribu t fon Is psychological essential and uniforml y confirmed by resea rch

resul ts. Through discrediting and mi sattr lbu tl on , the rebel feels justified

to demand more power and to further blame the guilty superordinate. He with

holds h i s psycholog ica l commitment , but at the same tIme Imp lies that, by

some later concession the superord l nate may Succeed in winnina his loyalty.

The skillfu l rebel can shape a superord i nate ’s behavior by be ing even more

negatively critica l of other individuals In his presence . The superord l nate

seems compiemented by this and assumes an increasing unwillingness to be

subjected personall y to this kind of attack beHnd his back. He hopes tPit
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his concession wil l buy him immunity but the seldom do , s ince  the o ther

dynamics of the rebe l role proscribe it.

The permissive justifies giving power to the rebe l by perceiving him as a

critic even though his basic responses to the rebel’ s dissatisfactio n

ind i cate he actually perceives him correctl y upon some levels. The rebel

continues to perceive his superordinate as an authoritarian under most cir-

cumstances and may even goad him into authoritarian outbursts to partiall y

supply reenforcements he needs to maintain his perception .

Cer tain conditions for dissatisfaction are inherent in the relationship

but reenforcement schedules favor the continuance of the relationshi p.

An organization based on this kind of relationship can survive as long as it

is growing and looking outside itself for sources of power.

Selective Delegation of Power:

The equali tar ia n ’s reaction in a relationship is contingent and not pre-

programmed. When interactIng with a rebel , he becomes vi g ilan t conce rni ng

the power which he is willing to delegate because of the rebel’ s excessive

needs for power. The equalitarian negotiates power for a concrete indication

on the part of the rebe l that he will accept a commensurate amount of obliga-

tion . In order for this negotiation to take place , the subord Inate mu s t

drop his rebel role in essential task-related areas in favor of the

cr itic-cooperation position.

The equa litarian attributed the critic ’s behav ior to most subord i nates and

hence tends to reenforce the cri tics behaviors wh i ch he perceives. The

coupling of obliga t ion wi th power , which i s characteris t ic of h i s role , is

sufficiently beguiling to spontaneously generate in many rebels the more

objective critic-cooperation role.
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The rebe l is placed in a position which requires chang i ng his orientation

toward obligation in order to receive the power which he seeks. He is ,

undoubtedly, reluctant in acquiescing to pressure , but he recognizes that the

strength of his supero rdinates wil l enforce such demands. The rebel’ s de-

mands for power are, by definition , irrational and not given much credence

by the equa litar ian and hence rationa l superordinate. He does , however ,

recogn i ze the basic need properties of these demands and utilizes them as a

negotiating basis to induce changes in the subordinate which are favorable

for his growth and for the growth of the organization . His firmness in

demanding rational rather than mani pulative solutions cuts off the rebel’ s

retreat to ingratiation . By this means, the stronger a rebel’ s needs fo r

powe r are the more l i kel y he w i ll be to assume the c riti c role , once he has

tested the parameters of th. equa litarian ’s resolve to resist mani pulation

of any nature.

Selective Delegation of Obligation:

The equalitarian has an opposite set of dynamics to contend with when dealing

w ith an Ingrat lator. The intersection between these two rnl~ s lead s to

selectIon on the part of the equalitarian of whi ch ohligations to delegate

to the eager ingratiating subord i nate. The latter is unrealistic In hIs

willingness and has to be limited to those obligations for which he has

sufficient power. The objective supero rd l nate recognizes the subordinate ’s

reluc tance to ask for power and is careful not to give the obligation without

negotiatIng with the subordinate to take a sufficient quantity of power to

fulfill the obli gations which he casually accepts.
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The ingratiating subordinate tends to see all supe rordinates as fair and

Just and may for this reason be actually expecting the superord i nate to re-

tain and exercise control over the amount of obligation de l egated once he ,

the subordinate , has indicated a willingness and good faith. The equa litarian

accepts the protestations of willingness and guarded l y recognizes tha t the

in gra t i ator hedges aga in st fa i l u r e  by be i ng i nvo l ved in too much to be held

l iable for mistakes in a single area. By discussing the intensity of account-

ability in a few specific areas the equalitar lan can induce in the ingratiator

a greater feeling of psycholog ica l responsibility.

Selec tive Acceptance of Obligation:

The dynamic pressure of this intersection cones primarily from the critic-

cooperator subord inate. The authoritarian superord i nate is pre—inc lined to

de legate obligation and extract power from his subord i nates. The critic

refuses to accept obligation except when the appropriate powers are made

available. He negotiates realistically with his superord i nate concerning the

terms of the task.

How much time and how many other resources are available to complete the job

effectively? Wh i ch decisions can be made locally by the subord inate w it h out

referral to the chain of command? What reHef from othe r duties are to be

granted in order that this particular task can be succ essful l y comp leted?

The rebel would like to negotiate too, but his demands are not real i s ti c and

are of the globa l nature which makes him that much harder to touch with ob ll ga-

atlon . The critic wants obligat ions and hence wants to be successful at them.

He perceives that his growth in the organization is a function of his own

competency, not whether he is loved or feared by a superordinate.
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The rebel always poses as an objective critic and the rea l test of the

au thenticity of the claim lies in the degree to which he will  take obligation

commensurate with his powers . If he uses his lack of power as an excuse , he

wi l l  not acce pt reasonable obliga ti on and w i l l  thus be unmasked as the rebel

that he is.

The behavior of the authoritarian superordlnate is modified by the critic ’s

realistic pressures . During the initial phas;he resists them by perceiving

the subordina te to be a rebel. La ter , however , when he recognizes the legiti-

macy of the critic ’s request for power anc1 the favorable results in task

performance of this power delega t ion , he himself becomes less defe nsive and

protective of his power. In this way, the c r i t ic can s u c c e s s f u l l y  sh ap e the

superv i sor in to rejecting the authoritarian role in favor of the equalitarlan .

If the subordinate does not hold firmly to the crit i c role , he can be

easily trapped into the other two dysfunctional roles . If defensive , the

subord i na te ,faced wi th a n au thor it ar i an superord i na te,wi ll slide into the

counteractive rebe l role. If the subordinate tries , he will likely assume

the ada pt ive  pass i ve role of the ing ra t l ator , covering up h i s  rea l l ack  of

commitment with affirmational “lip service”.

Selective Acceptance of Power:

Many motives lie behind the permissive ’s willingness to delegate power. The

cri ti c, when faced wi th his kind of leadership, must be somewhat knowledgeable

concerning what they are. HIs rea l contribut ion , however , can be made w ith-

Out the knowledge of causality since his main emphasis Is behaviora l change

not therapy .
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The critic teaches the permissive to be more careful in his delegation

of power. He refuses to accept power for which he does not have o”Iigations.

If the power is forced upon him , he ask s fo r the obl i gations and duties which

are associated with it. The permissive may want this show of responsibility

on the subordinate ’s part and will usually give obli gations when they are

asked for.

By exercising restraint In accepting power and by actually seeking obligation

the critic brings the pe rmissive back into an equalitarian role. The process

provides confirmation to the superordinate because he perceives tha t his

k i ndness has been accept ed i n the same sp i rit tha t it was tende red. He does

net recognize his gradual movements toward obJectivi :y that are induced by the

patient pressure of the critic. In most cases he misp erceives it to be the 
—

pay off for his humanism. In many cases this kind of interaction is s uccessf u l

in toughening the superv i sor into accepting the objective , equali tari an role

and reli nquishing his more man ipulative , permissive one.

PATTERNS OF INTE RSECT ION

Jus t as cer ta in patterns of simp le roles are significant for understanding

the i ndividua l, there ar c patterns of role i ntersec ti ons wh i ch have spec i al

meaning . The research in this area Is still Incomp lete but some empirically

derived patterns are provided to supp l ement the more t heoretical constructs.

Harmony I ndex:

From the earliest research with the RPM It has been clea r that there should be

some basic matching qualities of these roles between superordinates and subor-

dina tes. Interpersona l harmony should be a function of the degree of compiimen-

tatlon of roles within the dyad . A Harmony Index should be a weighted summation
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of superordinate authoritarian i sm times subordinate ing ratiat ion , and

supe rordinate permissiveness times subord i nate rebellion . The weights
S

ultimatel y must be determ i ned for varIous social situations and work

env i ronments by means of multip le regression . Until this research has been

adequately completed , simp le unit wei ghts have been assi gned . These are

reflected In equat i on 1.

Equation 1 : Hi j 2 E x C + A x I + P x R
s~p sub sup sub sup sub

The equa litarian-crit ic intersection has been given double weights because

it is perceived to have the maxima l amount of flexibility and objectivity.

I t seems to offer the most honest basis for social interaction with a mini-

mum of man i pulative superfIciality.

Since components making up the ,equation are a l iskewed, it Is difficul t to

arrive at a sten score directly. Norm tables have been provided to translate

these values obtained from this equation Into stens .

Harmony I fldex should be calculated, wi th a validity study to match superor-

~~~~~~~~~~~~~ subord inates In various organizations. Equation 2 shows the form

which the specification equation should take.

Equa t ion 2:
Hi a b~ E x C + b A x I + b3 P x2 sup sub 2 sup sub sup 8

The rela tive value of the regression weights ind i cate the organ i zational

climate within which the interaction Is embedded . It has been found that

these weights also vary with the perspective of the respondent . Harmony

upward differs from harmony downward. Different equations can be derived

for each of these perspectives or a generalized equation can be obtained

using a Cri terion which I ncorporates both perspectives .
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It has been found tha t restricting the equat ion to the three complimentary

roles is not necessary. In many cases it is desirable to consider au of

the intersect ions from the IPP Equation 3.

Equation 3:

HI — a + b1 E x C + b2 A X I - bg E X Isup sub sup sub sup sub

Because of the suppressor effects, many of the non—compl i mentary role relation-

shi ps p lay a s ig n i f i cant par t i n the harmony relationsh i ps. These terms

should not be interpreted out of context , s i nce they represent a matrix of

partia lli ng relationships too intricate to follow log i cally.

Conflict Index (CI):

Antithetically to the concept of harmony is that of an intensely he!d per-

sonal organizationa l va l ue system. The Individual who declines to interact

~n complimenta ry ways in order to retain his own personal value system has

very little loyalty to his organ i zation . The “confl i ct” in the Conflict

I ndex (C I), is derived from this strong maintenance of individual value

systems in face of strong Interactiona l pressures to play comp l ementary roles.

Equation 4 shows a simp le formulation using unit weights.

Equation 4: Ci — A x R + P x I1 sup sub sup sub

This equation can be considered to be a theoretIca l approx imative of the

empirica l one which can be derived from regression anal ysis. Equation 5

shows the specification equation format in which empirically derived weights

replace the un ities of equation 4.

Equation 5~

C12 — a + b 1 A x R  + b P x isup sub 2 sup sub
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The constants and weights will be dependent upon the social contex t and the

general subject population stud i ed , and w i l l  a l l o w  a focus on ei ther the

power conflict or power vacuum. Conflic t in directiveness or lack of dir-

ectiveness have variable irritant value depend i ng upon the context in which

they function and the nature of the task undertaken.

Partial Personality Congruence Index (PPCI):

Th e val ue of the partial Personality Congruence Index has not been f u l l y

determined but it has some Important theoretica l implications. Its similarity

to the Conflict Index is not coI ncidental and this probab l y provides some of

the bas i s for conf l i c t between highl y similar persons. The term par ti al is

applied to the equations derived from the IPP because it does not include both

the superordinate and subord i nate roles of each party . The true degree of

congruence would include both components of each of the personality va l ue

systems as ind i cated in equation 7.

Equation 7:

c’c i = (A + R) x (A+R) (E+c) (E + C)
sup sUb Sup Sub

(P + I) x (P+I
sup s

In the absence of both sets of roles only a “Partial Personality Congruence

I ndex can be calculated . This simplifi es it to look lik e Confli ct Index with

an additiona l term and is explained In ~Equation 8.

Equation 8:

PPCI — A  x R + E x C + P x I
sup sub sup sub SUP SUb(confrontive) (objective) (supportive)

As In all cases of theoret ical speculation , these formulations should be subjected

to empirica l valida tion under various conditions and circumstances. Unfortunately,
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howeve r , there are no opera~ ic~n .~ defi nit ~~i’s or he~~vi nr a t manifestation s.

predicted to stern di rec l y from ~~~ cnnc~ rt . U~ ti t  c -i ter ion can be

established , i t is not .•~~r t ~~~ i i  e to try to e.v~ h p ~~•c if i cat i ,‘~ equations by

means of mu l t i p l .~~r t r ” ~s~c~n.

Role Modific a tion Pressure: (RMPI

The behavior of both t~~ i’ critic ~nd the equ al i ta r~ an serves r o  mod fy the role

behavior of the p art n~ r . This ~h.~p n c ~ pre s~~Jr~-’ , f app 1 ied  consistent l y over

a sufficient per io~ . w i l l  move both ~v 3 : i C  :jrHes toward a mj~re ra tiona l and

objective approach to in~ e ri c t ion . t~~le Mo d ifica ~ ion Pressure is thus defined

by the “selective ’ int er 5ec ’i on ’~ on the IPP. Equat orr 9 shows how this composite

is calculated .

Equation 9:

RMP = E x R E x I + P x C + A x C
RMP = — (subordinate role) + supe r~ rdinate

modification ro lem od i fi cat ion

The equation shows that there are two basic components to this concept ,

the pressure on the subordinate to mod if y his role and the pressure on the

superordinate to modify his. In each case the interpersona l pressure is toward

the more rational and objective equa l itar i an or cr i t i c  roles. If this role

modification takes p lace , a greater and greater deqree of powe r sharing will

result. If, in despair , either party drops a modification pressure role in

favor of the bas i cal l y mani pulative ones the pressure toward objectivity will

be released .

k 
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Summa ry and conclus ions

New language and new ~og ic must be developed if Individuals are to

learn how to deal with relationships objectively. This paper approaches

the measurement of relationsh ips from a very specialized perspective , i.e.

the interactions of superordinates and subord’nates . The ‘intersections ”

or relationships traits are de fined in terms of going transaction s of

power and obligations and the inherent pressures toward organized change .

Inspection of the intersections shows that five out of the nine seem

to be fairly stable and self perpetuating. They thus represent “ruts ”

into which organizational relationships can slip.

The favored relationship of “power sharing ” can be cons1der~d the

end product of adjustments emanating from the instab ility of the intersections

involving the selective acceptance and delegation of power and obligation .

The pressure placed on the non-objective members of the relationship is

usually sufficientl y strong to induce orderly change toward objectivity .

Occas ionally, the veneer of objectivity exbibited by the critic or equal-

itarlan is so thin that it can not withstand the pressures of a dynami c

relationship , and thus they are induced to drop their objectivity and select

a m anipulative role. In this way the relationshi p is moved further

from power sharing into one of the ‘ ru ts’ which unde rmine relationships

and reduce the potent ial individual ’s contribution .

R elatlonshi ps may be handled as separate entities and could theoretically

be changed without attacking the personal digni ty of th~ two individ uals

Interacting . Having mu tually defined the kind of relationships desired ,

It Is relat ivel y easy for each to play the kind of role which would make

It come about. This kind of decision making requires the levels of

maturity a nd obj ec ti ’4i ty  which are seldom exhibit ed in human interactions .
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Efforts to be mani pulat ive are so ingra ined that it is very diffic i lt

to i nduce Individuals to consc iously improve their relationships with

each other on anything but a very self centered level .

The measurement of relationships is a necessary preliminary step to

the process of becoming objective about relationships. The method

outlined in this paper utilizes the inferred qualities resulting from

the interaction of measured individual traits. It is also possible to

measure the qual i ty of a relationship directl y as ~s done in the Q~
by Sweney (1970) or the 4RF by Lawl is ,(1973).
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